UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 99-6024

QUENTI N MCLEAN,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

BENJAM N N. A. KENDRI CK, in his individual and
official and judiciary capacity as circuit
court judge, Arlington County; ABI GAL FELLOWS,
in her capacity as conplainant who partici-
pated in joint activity with the state or its
agents of Arlington County; JANELL M WOLFE,
in her individual and official capacity as a
public defender with Arlington County; BARBARA
WALKER, in her individual and official capac-
ity as Deputy Commonweal th Attorney of Arling-
ton County; JANE MORRI'S, in her individual and
official capacity as a detective of police
departnment of Arlington County; JOHN DCE, that
have not been indicated are unknown to the
plaintiff at this time but reserve the right
to amend this suit to include those persons
unknown at first opportunity; JANE DOE, that
have not been indicated are unknown to the
plaintiff at this tinme but reserve the right
to anmend this suit to include those persons
unknown at first opportunity,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern D s-
trict of Virginia, at Norfolk. Robert G Dounmar, Senior District
Judge. (CA-98-1302-2)




Subm tted: My 25, 1999 Deci ded: June 1, 1999

Before ERVIN, WLKINS, and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Quentin MlLean, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Quentin MLean appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his 42 U S.C A § 1983 (West Supp. 1998) conplaint. W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. See McLean v. Kendrick, No. CA-98-1302-2 (E.D. Va.

Nov. 30, 1998)." W deny McLean's notion for appointnent of coun-
sel. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
Novenber 25, 1998, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on Novenber 30, 1998. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of G vil Procedure, it is
the date that the order was entered on the docket sheet that we
take as the effective date of the district court’s decision. See
Wlson v. Miurray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th G r. 1986).




